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the bill and the chairman of the full 
committee, as well as the sub-
committee. 

I’m going to reserve the balance of 
my time, but I do want to acknowledge 
what the gentlelady has said before re-
serving the balance of our time, and 
that is, there is a deep philosophical 
difference between the Members of the 
minority party who are here today and 
those of us speaking in opposition to 
the amendment. And of course there’s 
a philosophical difference between the 
Members that are here on the floor 
today and their fellow Republicans in 
committee who unanimously supported 
this bill, those Republicans on the 
committee and in the House as a whole 
who have made every effort to work 
with Democrats and find common 
ground in dealing with the fiscal chal-
lenges that we face, but also recog-
nizing the need to invest in America as 
our parents’ generation did and as 
their parents did. 

Yes, there’s a philosophical dif-
ference. We’re facing a constrained fis-
cal environment. We’ve got to get our 
budget in balance. Some here on the 
floor tonight we’ll hear say, well, we 
can afford to balance that budget by 
taking it out of funds for the elderly or 
taking it out of funds for the homeless, 
taking it out of funds that help serve 
Native Americans, taking it out of 
funds that would make our aircraft 
more safe. 

That’s a philosophical difference, I 
think, with a bipartisan majority of 
this House that thinks that those 
aren’t the right places to find savings, 
that we ought to look elsewhere. We 
ought to look, for example, at the gen-
erous corporate welfare payments that 
we make at a time when the oil indus-
try, for example, has not only had 
record profits of the year or record 
profits of the decade, but record profits 
in the entire history of the oil indus-
try. And not just the history of the oil 
industry, but record profits of any cor-
poration at any time in the history of 
the world. 

Now, that corporate welfare, my 
friends on the philosophical other side 
of this issue don’t want to touch. 
That’s sacrosanct. They won’t cut 
those historic profits by 6 percent, or 
by 1 percent or even by a half of one 
percent because that’s contrary to the 
philosophy. But they’re more than 
willing to cut those who are des-
perately in need. And that’s where we 
do have the divide. It’s what I will be 
addressing when I conclude the re-
marks on our side of the aisle. 

But at this point, I will reserve the 
balance of our time. 

Mrs. MUSGRAVE. Mr. Chairman, I’d 
like to yield 4 minutes to my friend 
from New Jersey (Mr. GARRETT). 

Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey. Mr. 
Chairman, I recall last term in the 
109th Congress in the Budget Com-
mittee where I served the gentleman 
from Minnesota who’s no longer with 
us, Mr. Gutknecht, who made a point 
with regard to spending by this House 

and Washington, D.C. You know, in 
that committee you could always put 
up charts on the wall with regard to 
spending, chart A on mandatory spend-
ing or B on discretionary spending or 
health care or other spending. You 
would put them all up there. And Gil 
one time went through all the charts 
and he said, now, can you put up the 
chart of all the people and lobbyists 
that come down to Washington to ask 
for a reduction in their program and 
spending? And of course they put up a 
blank screen. Of course, Gil’s point 
was, no one ever comes to Washington, 
no lobbyist ever comes before the 
House or committee and says that 
their program should see a flatlining or 
a reduction in their programs. And 
that’s really the point here tonight, 
and it has been all last week. 

We are here to set the priorities be-
cause everyone that comes to every 
Member of Congress looks for us to 
spend more on them, and so we must 
set priorities because they won’t do it 
for us. So just as the American family 
has to set priorities, we do. Just as the 
American family says, we’re not going 
to buy a cable TV system and a Dish 
TV system and a satellite TV system, 
we’re going to set priorities, pick one if 
we can afford it. Maybe we can’t afford 
it at all. And when it comes to heating 
our house, we’re not going to have elec-
tric heat and hot water heat and coal 
heat and gas heat. We’re going to pick 
one, hopefully the most efficient. 
That’s what families do. And we would 
hope that Congress does the exact same 
thing with the money. Set priorities. 

And this amendment really just calls 
us on doing that, looking to see, not a 
6.7 percent increase but a 6.2 percent 
increase and try to set priorities. 
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Now, the other side of the aisle says, 
well, we are being stingy with all these 
programs if we are not able to go up by 
a 6.7 percent increase. 

I would suggest to the other side of 
the aisle maybe they are not looking at 
the right side of the ledger, the right 
side of the equation. Look at the fami-
lies who have to pay for all these ineffi-
cient, duplicative, and unnecessary 
programs that they want to spend tax-
payer dollars on. Look instead at the 
American family when it comes to edu-
cation. 

When it comes to education, well, if 
they do successfully pass the largest 
tax increase in U.S. history, which 
they are about to do, the American 
family is going to have to see their 
educational spending cut. The Amer-
ican family is going to have to decide 
whether they can send all of their chil-
dren to college or not. 

The other side should look at the 
issue of health care for the American 
family because what they want to do is 
tell the American taxpayer, you have 
to cut your spending on health care. 
Maybe you have a child that needs new 
braces or glasses or something like 
that. Well, with their tax increases, the 

American family is asked to cut their 
spending. 

How about housing? The other side of 
the aisle would say the same thing. 
Maybe it is a young family trying to 
start off to save enough money to buy 
their first house. Well, the other side of 
the aisle would like to raise their taxes 
on them so that they can put these du-
plicative programs through, and they 
will not be able to afford their housing. 

Finally, most importantly, after the 
other side puts on all these burdens 
when it comes to cutting the taxpayer 
with regard to education or health care 
or housing, the biggest burden is on 
time. When the Democrats raise the 
largest tax increase in American his-
tory on the American family, what 
they are also doing is taking away 
time from the American family be-
cause now families which weren’t 
working two jobs now have to work 
two jobs. Families that weren’t work-
ing overtime before now have to work 
overtime just to pay for the extra bur-
den that this government in Wash-
ington, under Democrat leadership, is 
imposing on them. 

So the most basic thing we could all 
look for, time with our family, is being 
robbed, is being taxed, is being taken 
away from the American family just so 
we can implement what the Democrats 
see as necessary, but truthfully we 
have shown are not priorities, truth-
fully are unnecessary, duplicative, 
hugely increased, inefficient programs. 

Let’s focus again back on the Amer-
ican family. Let’s focus again back on 
allowing them to have time with their 
family and put the burden where it 
should be. 

I support this amendment and en-
courage my colleagues on both sides of 
the aisle to do so as well. 

Mr. SCHIFF. Mr. Chairman, I reserve 
the balance of my time. 

Mrs. MUSGRAVE. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 5 minutes to my friend from 
Texas (Mr. HENSARLING). 

Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentlewoman for yielding. 

I have heard many interesting things 
from the other side of the aisle tonight. 
I am reminded that people are entitled 
to their own opinions, but they 
shouldn’t be entitled to their own 
facts. 

I hear a lot of accusations that we 
have amendments tonight that cut 
Federal spending. I kind of wish it were 
true. But last I looked, we had an 
amendment that level-funded this bill, 
that spent the same amount of money 
this year as last year. Now we had an 
amendment that would increase fund-
ing in this bill 5.7 percent. Now we 
have an amendment that would in-
crease spending up to 6.2 percent. Now, 
it is less than what the gentleman from 
Massachusetts desires, and so I guess 
under his definition that if you spend 
less money than somebody in the uni-
verse desires, that is a cut. So I think, 
one, we ought to have the facts on the 
table. 

Second of all, I have heard many 
Democrats bristle at the idea that 
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